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MEMO TO: AWSC Club Presidents, Legislative Reps and Directors

FROM: Orv Langhor, President

Morris Nelson, Legislative Chalrman

DATE: March-21, 2001

SUBJECT: JOINT FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

6)

We favor the $30 registration.
We favor the $18 non-resident.
We favor transferring the non-resident dollars to the supplemental grooming fund.

We favor the $300,000 increase in local law enforcement, but would like to see it all
paid by non-user money — not just $100,000.

We favor five new wardens to be paid for by non-user money, that is consistent with
the way our current wardens are funded.

We do not favor taking three existing wardens and putting them on the snowmobile
program.



S TO Honorab-_e Members of the Jomt Connmttee 011 Fmance .

" "ack CulIey S :Presxdent

' REUse ’I‘axon Out-c f-Stat EBO&ters o

% I arn here to ask your heip on an 1ssue that dlrectly affects the economy of' Supenor Wlsccnsm o

| '_I ask that thzs matter the use tax on out—of-siate boaters - be addressed dunng thls legmfatwe
sessmn SR : S S

| Clty of Supenor busmesses partlcularly Barker s Isiand Manna, are gravely concerned about the -
ecoriomic threat when aneseta boaters dec1de not to store thelr boats at Barker sIsland.
Because of an interpretation of tax laws wh:ch arbitrarily excludes some boat owners from the
use tax exemptlon Wlsconsm i8 forcmg Minnesota boat owners out of Supenor to Minnesota
marinas. When this happens, Wisconsin loses the marina jobs and the opportunity for sales tax
re_venues from repairs, sales of equipment and accessories, dockage, and winter storage.

At issue is a section in Wisconsin’s Statutes [Sec. 77.53(17m)] intended to assure boaters and
vacationers from neighboring states that they will not be subj ect to any greater taxation on their
boat should they decide to use it in Wisconsin than if they kept it in their home state. This was
intended to show Wisconsin’s commitment to its tourism industry. This is essential for those

communities whose economies rely on tourism. Unfortunately, the law, as interpreted,
essentially disturbs the legislation’s original intent. I ask that the wording be adjusted to
accurately reflect Wisconsin’s intention to welcome those boaters in the state.

The specified tax law which was interpreted in a 1997 Wisconsin Tax Appeals Commission
Decision and Order (Wehrs v. Wisconsin Department of Revenue, Docket No. 94-S-1013) was
described by former Tax Appeals Commissioner David Prosser as “a disturbing mishmash,” and
he stated that the arbitrary terms of the exemption pose very troubling constitutional questions.

I am submitting information which further details this matter, including a proposed statutory
change to Sec. 77.53. Iurge you to correct the problem currently facing us here in Superior.
Thank you for your attention.



TO: chorable Members of the } omt Cornrmttee on Fmance o

'FR: 'Jack Culley Sr, Pres:dent
-~ Sailboats, Inc. ' :

DA: March 27, 2001
- RE: Use Tax on Out-of-State Boat Owners

My name is Jack Culley, Sr Tam the premdent of Sailboats, Inc. headquartered in Superior at
Barker’s Island Marina.

Over the past 20 years, the City of Supenor has been developing Barker’s Island Marina, It has
grown to where it is providing marina services to Minnesota as well as Wisconsin boat owners.
The success of Barker’s Island Marina is now being threatened as a result of a Wisconsin Tax
Appeals Commission ruling and an interpretation of Wisconsin law by the Department of
Natural Resources (DNR). The situation is that the economy and the jobs created by the
development of the Barker’s Island Marina could be substantially affected. The interpretation of
the tax laws by Wisconsin is forcing Minnesota boat owners out of Barker’s Island to Minnesota
marinas. This is happening because Wisconsin Iaw imposes a use tax on out-of-state boat
owners under certain circumstances.

State law currently imposes a use tax on boats stored or used in this state [see Wis. Stats. Sec.
77.53(1)). Section 77.53(17m) provides an exemption for boats purchased under certain
circumstances, namely when:

e the purchase is made by a person domiciled in a contiguous state (Illinois, Iowa,
Michigan, or Minnesota),

¢ the purchase is made in the state where the purchaser is domiciled,
the boat is berthed in this state’s boundary waters adjacent to the state of the domicile
of the purchaser, and

o the transaction was an exempt occasional sale under the laws of the state where the
purchase was made.

A 1997 State of Wisconsin Tax Appeals Commission Decision and Order (Wehrs v. Wisconsin
Department of Revenue, Docket No. 94-S-1013, June 2, 1997) makes clear that if, for example, a
Minnesota resident purchased a boat in Minnesota in an exempt occasional sale under Minnesota
law and berthed it at Barker’s Island Marina, that purchaser would be exempt from the tax
imposed by Sec. 77.53(1) under the exemption provided by Sec. 77.53(17m). However, if that
same Minnesota resident purchased a boat in Iowa in an exempt occasional sale under Minnesota
law and berthed it at Barker’s Island Marina, that purchaser would not be exempt from the tax
imposed by Sec. 77.53(1) under the exemption provided by Sec. 77.53(17m).

When this happens, the out-of-state boat owner will have to pay a use tax of at least 5% of the
purchase price of the boat. In order to avoid paying the Wisconsin tax, out-of-state boat owners
simply remove their boats from Wisconsin marinas. Wisconsin then loses the opportunity for



 cvenmes from repis, s of cquipment nd sccesrss,docags,wnd wintersorge. An
o oriate changs n thelanguage of Sec. 77.53(17m) would save Wisconsin jobs and sals tax

" Concemed about the impact this law is having on his busiriess, the Manager of Barker’s Island
. Marina,iic#Radtkg,.wroté_iﬁ_irecentlett:_{:_r:__.-:-"-.- LR L

Today I received a phone call from one of our customers who moved his 42" boat last fal
to Minnesota for winter storage (along with a dozen other customers). He has decided

not to retum to Barker’s Island Marina this summer and will keep his boat in Duluth to
“avoid the “hassle” over this issue. I can only anticipate that others will do the same. This
one boat represents 8 minimum $2900 of lost winter storage and summer dockage

Over 100 boats left the marina. True, a Minnesota resident could comply with the current
requirements of Sec. 77.53(17m) and qualify for the exemption by going through a convoluted
series of actions so that his boat purchase is deemed to have taken place in the state of

Minnesota. However, out-of-state residents may not be willing or are unaware of the action
necessary to avoid the tax.

Tt is hard to imagine that a change in Wisconsin law to keep Minnesota boaters here will have a
negative financial impact on the state. When out-of-state boaters leave Wisconsin or avoid our
state altogether, we not only lose the use tax, but also the sales taxes and j obs their presence
would have generated. If the exemption were based on the law of our surrounding states,
Wisconsin marinas would notbe ata competitive disadvantage in their efforts to attract out-of-

state boaters.

In the June 2%, 1997 decision of the Wisconsin Tax Appeals Commission, Commissioner David
Prosser Jr. wrote in a concurring opinion (copy attached):

.
a

\§ written, S€ 8 itbing mishmash. (emphasis added) It exempts from the
excise tax certain boat purchases made by residents of Illinois, Iowa, Michigan, and
Minnesota, but it does not exempt identical purchases made by residents of 45 non-
contiguous states or the District of Columbia. For instance, a resident of northern Indiana
who purchased a boat in Chicago and berthed the boat in Racine is not exempt from the

tax.

Moreover, as this case demonstrates, 2 resident of a contiguous state who purchases a
boat in any state except the purchaser’s domiciliary state is not exempt. For instance, a
resident of Schaumburg who purchases a boat in Menominee, Michigan, is not exempt,
even though the boat is berthed in Racine.

Finally, a resident of a contiguous state who purchases a boat in that contiguous state but
who berths the boat in a non-contiguous boundary water is not exempt. For instance, a




resident of Chicago who purchases a boat in Chicago but berths the boatinLa Crosse or
Bayfield is not exempt.

(emphasxs added) But petmoners have not rmsed those c;uestlons ey were not
properly argued or briefed before the Commission.

Consequently, with some reluctance, I must concur in the decision of the Commission.

On behalf of those concerned about economic development and job growth, I ask that the law be
rewritten to ensure out-of-state boaters are not forced out of Wisconsin marinas.

I thank you for your attention to this problem.



T Tranoasa Ghanga i Use Tax Exemption for Bostsrs

§77.53 Imposition of use tax. (1) Except as provided in sub. (1m), an excise tax
is levied and imposed...on the storage, use or other consumption in this state of
tangible personal property purchased from any retailer, at the rate of 5% of the
sales price of that property.... _

ko

(17m) This section does not apply to a boat purchased in a state contiguous to this
state by a person domiciled in that state if the boat is berthed in this state’s
boundary waters adjacent to the state of the domicile of the purchaser and if the
iransaction was an exempt occasional sale under the laws of the state in which the

purchase was made.

PROPOSED LANGUAGE

§77.53 Imposition of use tax.

(17m) This section does not apply to a boat purchased by a person domiciledina
state contiguous to this state if the boat is berthed in this state’s boundary waters
adjacent to the state of the domicile of the purchaser and if the transaction was an
exempt occasional sale under the laws of the state where the purchaser is

domiciled.
INTENT OF PROPOSED LANGUAGE

The intent of this proposed language is to make the exemption from the use tax under
§77.53(17m) less arbitrary. For example, under the current language, a resident of Illinois who
purchases a boat in Illinois in an exempt occasional sale under Illinois law and who otherwise
qualifies for the exemption under the terms of §77 .53(17m) is exempt from the use tax imposed
under §77.53(1). However, 2 resident of Tllinois who purchases a boat in Florida in an exempt
occasional sale under Illinois law and who otherwise qualifies for the exemption under the terms
of §77.53(17m) is not exempt from the use tax imposed under §77.53(1). (See State of
Wisconsin Tax Appeals Commission Decision and Order in Wehrs v. Wisconsin Department of

Revenue, Docket No. 94-5-1013, June 2, 1997.) The proposed language would provide an
exemption for each of these hypothetical purchasers under §77.53(17m).




BACKGROUND-INTRODUCTION

As written, §77.53(17m) is a disturbing mishmash....The arbitrary terms of
the exemption pose very troubling constitutional questions.

shrs v. Wisconsin D¢ ) f Revenue, Docket No. 94-8-1013, CCH 1} 400-304, June 2,
1997 (emphasis added). These words were penned by current Supreme Court Justice, then Tax
Appeals Commissioner, David Prosser, who recognized the inequitable outcomes resulting from
the exemption as currently worded. Those constitutional questions could be resolved by
eliminating any reference to where the boat was purchased and instead basing the exemption on
the law of our surrounding states. (See Appendix.) First, some background.

APPLICABLE LAW

State law currently imposes a use tax on boats stored or used in this state:

§77.53 Imposition of use tax. (1) Except as provided in sub. (1 m), an excise tax
is levied and imposed...on the storage, use or other consumption in this state of
tangible personal property purchased from any retailer, at the rate of 5% of the

sales price of that property....
Section 77.53(17m) provides an exemption for some out-of-state boaters:

§77.53 Imposition of use tax. (17m) This section does not apply to a boat
purchased in a state contiguous to this state by a person domiciled in that state if
ihe boat is berthed in this state’s boundary waters adjacent to the state of the
domicile of the purchaser and if the transaction was an exempt occasional sale
under the laws of the state in which the purchase was made.

Additional exemptions for out-of-state boaters are provided in the Wisconsin Administrative
Code.

Tax §11.85 Boats, vessels and barges. (2) EXEMPT SALES.... (d) A boat
purchased outside Wisconsin by a nonresident and used by the nonresident while
temporarily in Wisconsin shall be exempt from the tax if the boat is not used in
Wisconsin in the conduct of a trade, occupation, business or profession or in the
performance of personal services for wages or fees....

As a general rule then, the use or storage of boats in Wisconsin is subject to a use tax.
However, the legislature has clearly taken steps to include exceptions in the law for non-resident
boat owners. The intent of §77.53(17m) was clearly to assure those who live just across the
Wisconsin boarder that they will not be subject to any greater taxation on their boat should they
decide to use it in Wisconsin than they would if they kept their boat in their home state. The



intent of Tax §11.85(2)(d) was clearly to assure vacationers from all states, that their use of a
recreational boat in Wisconsin will not subject them to any taxation. Taken together, these laws
clearly demonstrate an intent that the use tax on boats should not make it more difficult for
Wisconsin marinas and other tourist destinations to compete with neighboring states.

The Department of Revenue however has interpreted these laws so that not all out-of-
state boaters are enjoying the exemptions apparently contemplated by the legislature. This -
problem is particularly acute for out-of-state boat owners who have purchased boats outside their
home state. Such a case was raised in Wehrs v. Wisconsin Department of Revenue Docket No.
04-S-1013, CCH 1 400-304, June 2, 1997.

In Wehrs, the taxpayers, who were residents of Illinois, purchased a boat physically
located in Florida and stored it at Reefpoint Marina in Racine, Wisconsin. The Department of
Revenue assessed the taxpayers for use tax based on their use and storage of the boat in
Wisconsin. Taxpayers claimed an exemption from the use tax under §77.53(17m) and Tax
§11.85(2)(d). The Department of Revenue denied the exemptions and taxpayers petitioned the
Wisconsin Tax Appeals Commission (TAC) for review.

The TAC concluded the taxpayers did not qualify for the exemption from the use tax
under §77.53(17m). While apparently meeting all of the other conditions of §77.53(17m)
(although the TAC did not reach that issue), because the taxpayers did not clearly prove that the
boat at issue was purchased in llinois, they could not claim that exemption.

The TAC further concluded that the boat at issue was not exempt from the use tax under
Tax §11.85(2)(d) because that exemption only applied to the use of a boat in Wisconsin, not to

storage.

One of three commissioners, Commissioner Prosser, concurred with these conclusions
but raised two issues not considered by the TAC because the taxpayers (proceeding without the
assistance of an attorney) did not raise them.

Prosser noted that §77.51(14r) might have helped the taxpayers’ attempts to show that the
sale of the boat actually took place in Hlinois.

§77.51 Definitions. (14r) A sale or purchase involving transfer of ownership of
property shall be deemed to have been completed at the time and place when and
where possession is transferred by the seller or the seller’s agent to the purchaser
or the purchaser’s agent, except that for purposes of this subsection a common
carrier or the U.S. postal service shall be deemed the agent of the seller,
regardless of any f.o.b. point and regardless of the method by which freight or

postage is paid.
Prosser noted that:

As written, §77.53(17m) is a disturbing mishmash....[A]s this case demonstrates,



“aresident of a contiguous state who purchases a boat in any state except the
~ purchaser’s domiciliary state is not exempt. For instance, aresidentof =
- Schaumburg who purchases a boat in Menominee, Michigan, is not exempt, even
‘though the boat is berthed inRacine. . . S
Prosser wrote that “[t]he arbitrary terms of the exemption pose very. troubling constitutional
questions.” The TAC did not make a record of these constitutional questions however because
the taxpayers did not raise them. -~ o

.

The taxpayers in Wehrs appealed the Order of the TAC to the Wisconsin Circuit Court
for Dane County.  Wehrs v. Wisconsin D s Jrtment of Revenue, Docket No. 97-CV-1971, CCH
4 400-341, January 22, 1998. The circuit court vacated the TAC order and remanded the case to
the TAC for further proceedings on several grounds. The court took issue with the TAC’s
application of Tax §11.85(2)(d). The court wrote that:

" The purpose of [Tax §11.85(2)(d)] is obvious - to encourage non-residents to
bring their new boats into Wisconsin in order to enjoy our state’s recreational
opportunities while, not coincidentally, filling Wisconsin’s cash registers in the
process.

The court criticized the TAC’s lack of findings of historical fact on which to base their
conclusions of law and ultimate fact. Merely determining, as the TAC did, that the Wehrs’ boat
was “stored” and therefore, that Tax §11.85(2)(d) did not apply was not adequate. The court
found that the TAC did not make adequate factual findings to determine what exactly happened
to the boat while in Wisconsin. Moreover, the court stated that the TAC was incorrect in
assuming that all non-activity constituted “storage” and that “storage” and “use” are mutually
exclusive. In other words, the conclusion by the TAC that the boat was “stored” was
meaningless, because that does not eliminate the possibility that the boat was also “used”. The

court wrote:

As mentioned, the clear purpose of sec. Tax. 11.85(2)(d), Wis. Adm. Code, is to
permit non-resident vacationers to enjoy Wisconsin’s boating opportunities
without the specter of a tax lurking over them. While tax exemptions are to be
strictly construed, they are not to be given readings that are so cramped as to be
divorced from any semblance of common sense or their underlying purpose.

The court also stated that the TAC should consider the impact of §77.51(14r) and take
evidence as to whether the sale was exempt under Illinois law on remand. Moreover, the court
stated that if the TAC continues to regard the boat as taxable, or if the Department of Revenue
seeks review of a favorable determination for the taxpayers, the Wehrs should be allowed to
make a record on the constitutional questions raised in connection with §77.53(17m) (as the
TAC itself has no jurisdiction to rule on questions of constitutionality.) (Note: The TAC has not
yet issued a decision in this case on remand from the circuit court.)



' Neither Commissioner Prosser, nor Circuit Court Judge Callaway discussedthe

' constitutional issues surrounding §77.53(17m) in great detail, but the issue is fairly obvious:

 Whether the classification created by §77.53(17m) violates the equal protection clauses of cither
' Article, Section I of the Wisconsin Constitution or the Fourteenth Amendment, Section I of the
| The equai prote;c_;i'bh _C_Iéuse of Ai‘ti:cl._e'-l", Sectlon 1 of the Wisconsin Constitution reads as -
follows: . L . A

Equality; inherent rights. SECTION L All people are born equally free and
- independent, and have certain inherent rights; among these are life, liberty and the
- pﬁfsUit of happiness; to secure these rights, governments are instituted, deriving
their just powers from the consent of the governed. 2

Section I of the Fourteenth Amendment of the Unitéd States Constitution reads:

[No State shall] deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of
the laws.

The Wisconsin Supreme Court has held that these clauses, being substantially equal, are to be
interpreted to afford substantially the same protections. Treiber v. Knoll, 135 Wis. 2d 58, 64,
398 N.W.2d 756 (1987).

At its most basic level, equal protection guarantees that those similarly situated will be
treated the same. Treiber, 135 Wis. 2d at 68-69. A law violates equal protection when the
legislature has made an irrational or arbitrary classification. Milwaukee Brewers v. DH&SS, 130
Wis. 2d 79, 99, 387 N.W.2d 254 (1986). The basis for any classification must bear a fair and
substantial relationship to the purpose of the enactment. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v. Ward, 470

U.S. 869, 881 (1985).

The Wisconsin Supreme Court has set forth five factors (though not dispositive) to be
considered in determining whether there exists a rational basis justifying a legislative

classification:

first, the classification must be based upon substantial distinctions which make
one class really different from another, second, the classification must be germane
to the purpose of the law; third, the classification must not be based upon existing
circumstances only and must not be so constituted as to preclude addition to the
numbers included within a class; fourth, to whatever class a law may apply, it
must apply equally to each member thereof and fifth, the characteristics of each
class should be so far different from those of other classes as to reasonably
suggest at least the propriety, having regard to the public good, of substantially
different legislation. Harris v. Kelley, 70 Wis. 2d 242, 252, 234 N.W.2d 628




(1975).

The classifications made in §77.53(17m) appear to run afoul of several of these factors.
Regarding the first factor, could an Illinois resident who purchases a boat in Illinois in an exempt
occasional sale under Illinois law and who docks it in Racine really be said to be “substantially”
different from an Ilinois resident who purchases a boat in Indiana in an exempt occasional sale
under Tllinois law and who docks it in Racine? Are the characteristics of these individuals “so
far different” from one another?

The classification made in §77.53(17m) also seems to clearly fail the test of the second
factor. Clearly, the purpose of the exemption is to encourage boaters from neighboring states to
use our waters (generating tourism and consequent sales tax revenues for the state) without fear
of a tax liability that they would not face had they kept their boat in their home state. If that is
the purpose of §77.53(17m), classifying boaters based on the location of their purchase is in no
way “germane” to the purpose of the exemption.

The fifth factor really gets to the heart of the equal protection clause which generally
permits the states to impose sales and use taxes on specific classes of persons, property, or
services (or alternatively, to exclude or exempt specific classes) provided the legislature has a
rational basis for the disparate treatment. In evaluating a taxing scheme under equal protection
principals, it must first be determined whether the tax results in differing treatment of similarly
situated taxpayers, and if it does, it must them be determined whether there is any legitimate state
purpose justifying the difference. There is certainly no legitimate state goal to be achieved by
treating two taxpayers differently solely for the location where they purchased their boat.

Clearly, as Commissioner Prosser wrote, “The arbitrary terms of the exemption pose very
troubling constitutional questions.” The effect of §77.53(17m), as currently written and
interpreted, is to treat similarly situated persons disparately without a rational basis for so doing.
Section 77.53(17m) is troubling because it discriminates between identical boats used in
Wisconsin depending upon where the boat was purchased. This classification bears no
relationship whatsoever to the clear purpose of §77.53(17m) - allowing boaters from neighboring
states to use our water, and in turn, generating tourist dollars. An amendment to §77.53(17m)
would maintain the intent of the legislature in enacting that section and eliminate a possible
constitutional challenge to this exemption.






_ _..-5-_T6f-.3zjoin_t_1%‘jgance Com-?ﬁitfee _
From: Chris Jockheck, Mayor, City of Marshfield
Comments o i i Comis:

Thank you for coming to Marshfield to listen to the comments of the citizens from -
central Wisconsin, You will hear alot of concerns about what people in our area think
~ about state government, about the state budget, and the level of taxes that we pay for

services. Therewill be representatives from all local levels of government including
cities, townships, counties and schools. As I represent a city, 1 would like to emphasize
those concerns that most affect us, but you have heard in previous days and from other
individuals those same issues, so I would like to keep my comments brief and general. As
I have gotten more involved in local government and have had the opportunity to talk to
other municipal executives it seems to me that there is a disconnect between each level of
gdvemment. Each of us, the state, county, cities, and townships, not to mention the
federal government has a role to play in our citizens lives. Each of us is a provider of
services. That is what we exist for. That is the sole reason we exist. On the other side, we
need a way to pay for those services we provide. T hat is where the dreaded taxes come
:n. However without those taxes, that revenue, we could not possibly provide those
services. The question is: which is more of a concern? Taxes or Services. Who should
provide what? Who is responsible for roads, snow removal, education, police protection,
health care, etc. And at what cost? Where do we draw the hne?

The Kettl Commission was created last year to review state and local relations
and came up with some innovative suggestions, some of which are in the budget. But a
lot of the responsibility for ‘fixing” was directed to cities and townships cooperating with
a carrot from the state in the form of higher state aid. My question is: why do we need the
carrot? Are we not in this together? Each of the levels of government provides various
services, some of which overlap. And some of us unfortunately find ourselves paying
more for a duplication and more because of the level of services required due to the
inflow of people each day who don’t have to pay any local taxes.

I keep hearing that the cities do not have the lobbying money and skills that the
Townships Association has so we have a harder time getting and keeping the ear of the
legislators. What are we — a special interest? It would seem to me that we need to
continue the Kett] Commission to really explore their innovative ideas and concepts. Do
we need 1800 units of government? (35 other states have less than 600)

We as a state need to look at and concentrate on the services we are expected to
provide and then how we can pay for them, not the other way around. It is real easy to
say taxes are too high and we will lower them, when the reality is we often are just
shifting the burden from one unit of government to another. Unfunded mandates,
duplication of services, and inequitable resource availability, are just some of the
dilemmas we face.

I challenge this committee to put the Kettl Commission, or some similar
committee into the budget so there will continue to be a discussion on how to best
provide the services our citizens expect and demand. We are all in this together. Let’s



keep the lines of communication open so that the ‘disconnect’ is closed. This should not
be a situation of “us vs. them™.

Thank you,

Chris Jockheck
Mayor, Marshfield
April 4,2001



JOINT FINANCE COMMITTEE PUBLIC HEARING

ON 2001-03 STATE BUDGET
Tuesday, March 27 - Superior

Welcome to Superior and thank you for this opportunity to provide input on the 2001-2003 state
budget. I am Chuck Miller and I just got off work from my job with the City of Superior's public
works department.

1 would like to voice support for 2 state programs that play an important role in the level of taxes
I pay at the local level ... the work I do ... and the kind of community I want to build for my
children. Those programs are state shared revenue and state support for recycling.

T admit that I viewed the work of the Kettl Commission as an academic exercise by mostly
professors and bureaucrats who have never filled potholes on a busy street and or experienced
government inefficiency from the floor of a municipal garage. However, I do agree with its
recommendations for more collaboration, cooperation and ways for communities to share in a
region's economic growth. I just wish some front-line workers who actually deliver services to
the public would have had a seat at the table.

The governor's budget continues the freeze on shared revenues that has been in effect since 1995,
which has simply shifted the tax burden to the local level or forced communities to cut services.
And, as I understand it, the proposed budget sets up a new regional growth sharing payment at
the expense of the equalization formula in the shared revenue program.

It seems to me that this violates the basic belief we've held in Wisconsin for the past 30 years
that all citizens should have equal access to quality public services. Superior — as well as most of
northwestern Wisconsin — is not rich ... and I fear that we will be on the losing end if this change
goes through. As you look at the shared revenue program, please maintain Wisconsin's tradition
of ensuring that communities that offer the same level and types of services have relatively the

same tax burden.

I also find it surprising and disturbing that the Kettl Commission’s concept of funding a package
of basic services does not include expenses for maintaining roads and streets. Businesses will
telf you that maintaining a strong state highway system is critical to economic growth. Ithink
the same logic should apply to maintaining a solid infrastructure of local roads and streets. Itis a
basic element to fostering economic growth in our cities, to preventing sprawl and enhancing
mobility to all citizens. And it should be included as a Badger Basic service.



Finally, I beheve that recyc ng:has as statemde beneﬁt that warran contmued state Support | I_ o
. _.'thmk it's a bad 1dea that the crovemo _:' ejected the use f tzppmg fees' : S
e recyclmg at the Ioca} Ieve} and prevent WISCOHSIH from b"commg a dum 'g' g;' 'und'far'o_ of-' ST

:-"state garbacre -

s don t want Supenor to be forced to elther ralse my taxes or reduce lts comnntmem Eo recychng”- Lo
because some well«connected garbage haulers from across the berder wanl; a chcap place to
-dump someone elses trash : : : o R

Please support mcreased fundmg and contmued fzumess in the shared revenue program aﬁd- B :
' mamtam state support for 1oca1 recyclmg to avoid iong term envzmnmental consequences that
Comy chxldren will have to clean up Thank you o - '



3-26-01

To:  Wisconsin Joint Finance Committee
From: Town of Superior
Re: Finances for towns

Dear Committee,

The Town of Superior is extremely concerned about the negative financial impact some
of the measures being recommended by the Kettl Commission will have on many towns.
Since 1995 our shared revenue has dropped about $45,000. This represents a significant
hole in our budget. When we inquired about the reasons for the drop, we were told that
money was going for schools and prisons. While those institutions need funds, don’t
shortchange the towns and county governments,

We have about 73 miles of road to maintain. Most of the roads are rural and graveled.
We rely heavily on the transportation aids to help maintain them. Shared revenue too is a
large part of our budget. We have been very frugal in the past and any cuts will hurt.

One of the points of the Kettl Commission is we need to share services. We are already
sharing. Our volunteer fire department has a mutual aid pact with neghboring towns.
Douglas county sherriffs department patrols in our township as well as others. At our
level and our situation we don’t have any fnills, its pretty basic and bare bones. We have
library services through the library located in Superior. We also have solid waste pickup
and recycling.

We seriously doubt that a proposed .25% sales tax in an area wide growth sharing
program will be of any benefit. We feel it will do just the opposite in our situation.

Government at the town and village level is the most efficient. Please be extremely
critical with the Kett! list of recommendations as many of them will hurt rural, small
town government. Liste ~ isconsi y Associati

SCONSIE DWAS ASSOCIALI01
representatives.

Sincerely,

Ted Nelson, Chairman
Town of Superior
4917 S State Rd 35
Superior, WI 54880



WISCONSIN
27 March 2001

s Asfland

Joint Committee on Finance
Senator Brian Burke, Cochairman
Representative John Gard, Cochairman

RE: Testimony offered at the 27 March 2001 hearing in Superior

Dear Honorable Members of Joint Committee on Finance:

The goals of the Governor’s Blue-Ribbon Commission on State-Local Partnerships for
the 215! Century were noble and | applaud the time and effort of Commission members.
However, we must now accept the fact that the scope of the assigned task was too
ambitious and the timeframe unrealistically short. None of us should be surprised that

the Kettl Commission failed.

The Commission failed to forward meaningful recommendations regarding the reform of
antiquated local government structures. It failed to resolve the overlapping jurisdictional
issues, and the resulting conflict, for local governments. It failed to resolve the school
funding issues that helped create much of the overall local government-funding crisis.
And now it appears that it failed to maintain a state commitment to equalization of local
government finances through the shared revenue program.

Yesterday, for the first time, the Legislative Fiscal Bureau attempted to identify the
impact of the SB55/AB144 on municipal governments. The spreadsheets show the
winners and losers under the new proposals. It's nice that you came up north to meet
with some of the losers. Depending on how the growth sharing boundaries are drawn,
the state aid payment to the City of Ashland is proposed to decrease approximately 29
percent or approximately $1,130,000 prior to the application of the minimum/maximum.
The City of Superior's payment will decrease by about 16 percent without
minimum/maximum. These calculations have horrendous long-term implications on our
~ communities. If you include the minimum/maximum, the state aid payment to Superior
will decrease by about $580,000. Ashland's payment would only increase by

approximately $10,000.

It is apparent that Governor McCallum is prepared to throw the principle of equalization
of state aid payments right out the window. Economically poor communities are being
left to fend for themselves, only now thanks to the Kettl Commission; we get to suffer as
growth-sharing regions. Please explain how the northwest part of the state can create

CITY OF ASHLAND + 601 Main Street West - Ashland, Wisconsin 54806
Phone (715) 682-7071 - Fax (715) 682-7048
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 economic growth while declining state aid payments force increased fees, increased
" property taxes and reductions of municipal services. The rich-get-richer/paor-get-poor.

: s_r‘;e_pa;-io.'in this budget proposal is unacceptable i

| t really possible that there are seople in Madison who il believe that if the state

- continues to squeeze local g vernment, then mur_;iéipa_tiﬁ_e's_jwill_cont_iin_u__elto findwaysto .

" - become more efficient and somehow. so[Ve-thé_'p_rj_':blem,t_he_m'selvesj? ‘That certainly is

an interesting approach fo. stateflocal government partnerships. - Members ofthe -
Commission, you need t ‘be aware that over the past seven years the City of Ashland

- has reorganized every muni'ciipa!.departjmént._a_W_'_é have consolidated operations: . We
* have cut staffing. We have merged services with other governments. The decisions

that we have made have been painful and many of the decisions have not been popular

- with everyone in the community. | am proud to report to this Commission that we have
~ done everything that we could to become more efficient and more accountable to. our:

taxpayers. Believe me, we have exhausted the best management practices and there
is no additional fat o trim. Without a viable partnership with the state that allows for

incremental increases in municipal expenditures, Ashland must now choose between
increasing pfope_rty_taxes or eliminating public services. -

Adoption of Governor McCallum's budget recommendations for local government
funding guarantees a property tax increase to City residents. If the State Legislature
approves the recommendations of the Governor, the Legislature should stop boasting of
reducing the property tax burden in the state. The Legislature is simply shifting the
responsibility to increase taxes to municipalities. ‘This shifting has been taking place
since 1995 when shared revenue payments were frozen and now is being shifted once
again to the low growth commurities.

| beg you to reject the hasty conclusions of the Kettl Commission and the foolish shared
revenue recommendations of the Governor's budget. Please develop realistic funding
partnerships with local governments that don't create winners and losers. Especially, |
plead with the Joint Committee on Finance to vocally stand in support of the principle of
equalization. Itis a principle that is worth saving.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

o

Tony Murphy
City Administrator




DANE COUNTY

Kathleen M. Falk
County Executive

April 11, 2001
TO: Members of the Joint Committee on Finance
FROM:  Kathleen M. Falk W
. Dane County Executive
RE:" 2001-2003 State Budget Proposals

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today.

You face many and tough demands for funding. |, like you, confront competing
legitimate needs and limited dollars. I've worked hard, therefore, to prioritize the
top funding issues that | am bringing to your attention and | sympathize with your
hard job.

The Kettl Commission spent a ot of time and effort to try to reinvent the
partnership between state and local governments. There is a consensus that the
partnership is broken. Given that this budget includes only a few of the '
Commission’s many recommendations, the proposed budget is, by and large,
staying with the existing programs. It is only reasonable then, if substantial
change isr’t to occur, for the state to at least fund the state commitments and
mandates it imposes on counties. This budget fails to do that.

The result is one of two consequences: those who need services go without, or
property taxpayers must pay more. Holding down property taxes is important to
all of us. The County Board and | have worked to keep the levy increase below
the combined rate of inflation and population growth. But, last year, in order to
do that, we had to cut much elsewhere in order to fund needed human services.
In fact, over the past four years, we have increased levy by 23 percent (§10.4
million) for vital human services programs—necessitating cuts elsewhere in order
to meet our own internally-imposed goal of limiting levy increases to no more
than population plus inflation. But there are limits to what we can cut or what
property taxpayers can afford. ‘

The proposed budget leaves me with the grim choice to reduce critical human
services, cut other vital local programs or significantly increase property taxes.
Foremost among our concerns is the impact of the budget on children, seniors
and families, on adults and children with developmental and physical disabilities,
and with mental illness. .

210 Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, City-County Building, Madison, Wisconsin 53709
PH 608/266-4114 FAX 266-2643 TDD 266-9138
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~ factors such

s in this budget—not even for inflation. And this is before we include Vi
s increasing population and necessary wage increases for direct -

~care workers. For these three programs alone; we expect our costs to actually -~

~ dlimb by well over $2 million over the biennium—or reduce services foour -

© The developmentaly disabled, youths, elderly, mentally il, and parents of

. disabled toddlers have told you their stories. | am here to add my voice to theirs.

Let's start with human services.

“partnership, the single most important program we rely on to provide human
~ services. This includes services for the elderly and disabled, mental health
services, prevention and intervention services for children and families,
alcohol and drug treatment services, and child welfare services. Many of
these are mandated either by the state or federal government.

« Gommunity Aids. Community Aids i at the heart of the state-county

Based on Dane County’s allocation, Community Aids to our county has
actually dropped since 1983, requiring us to make up losses by county levy.
We will need more than $1 million over the next two years just to cover
inflation to continue the current caseload.

o Youth Aids. Youth Aids to our county has actually declined over the past four
years. In the proposed budget, we are hit with yet a further double whammy.
First, we're required to pay higher daily state-imposed rates to confine youth
offenders in a state Juvenile Corrections facility (14% increase over the
biennium), while given no additional funding. Second, we are given no
additional dollars to help kids avoid getting into trouble in the first place.

o Birth to Three. The Birth to Three program for children who are disabled is
an example of a federally-mandated program that the state delegated to the
counties. State funding to our county has been frozen since 1996. Since
1996, we have had to increase our local property tax funding by 230 percent
on the levy to comply with this mandate. Dane County expects its costs for
Birth to Three to increase by more than $300,000 over the next two years—
all on the county levy.



ptions Program and Medical Assistance Waivers: Thelack. .~~~

f funding increases in COP and the MA-Waiver rates will resultinagapof = .
_ $4.8 million between what the state provides and what we will need to pay for
" our current caseload over the next biennium, adjusted only for inflation. The -
" levy is already supporting $23 million in adult community services annuallyin =~ -

_~ Dane County. We also support an increase in COP funding and MA Waiver - o
rates to help our 1,500 people on waitinglists. .~~~

Community O

. W-2DaneCountyhasrealiyworkedhard on W-2 and our performance has

eamed us Community Reinvestment funds that we have put to work funding
‘programs such as homeless shelters, youth employment, Community Action
- Commission initiatives, and other services that help low-income people. We
" ask that the W-2 law be changed so that we can continue to do this in future
years. oo SRR

In order to further improve W-2, | recommend establishing a contingency fund
to insulate against the impact of a potentially softening economy. If a
recession oceurs, either the benefit allocation must be sufficient to meet the
increase, or there must be a contingency fund to draw upon.

We also seek a legislative change to shorten the waiting time for W-2 clients,
who often face immediate financial hardship, to receive their first payment.
They now face a lag time of up to six weeks. :

« Kinship Care: Late last fall, Dane County had a wait list of more than 30
children in the Kinship Care program. This excellent program has been
chronically underfunded from the start and is actually cut under the proposed
budget. | encourage the Legislature to establish a mechanism that would
ensure that the state fully funds Kinship Care, without counties having to
establish waiting lists..

« WiSACWIS Statewide Rollout: The budget proposes that counties pay one-
third of one-time start up and one-third of on-going costs for this new chitd
welfare information system. Dane County's share of start-up costs is
estimated at $688,000. No funds are provided—even though the counties
were lead to believe this burden would not fall to them. Also, counties would
he forced, for the first time, to help pay for ongoing costs of a state
information system.

One piece of welcome news in the proposed budget is this:
« ITP Eunds. Our public nursing home cares for the most vulnerable of our

citizens. Therefore, we welcome the budget proposal to pass on federal
Intergovernmental Transfer Program (ITP) dollars to cover some costs at



. Badger Prairis Health Gare Center, ITP currently covers only about 38

- percent of costs at Badger Prairie so we welcome the $3 million increase.

~ However, .we:_uﬂ:de'r?’sta'n_d{_the_.inp'teasgi in ITP funds may be threatened in the
* future by a prbp_c_}_éedf_fed_er:a{irt_jié'_changé;_-_W_e hope the state will lobby with

Now, iwouidhketotum bneﬂy toa few other afea's'of. concern, beyond human

services.

'Shared'Ré\'f’a'n_ue.-_ Since 1984; Dane County’s allocation of shared revenue

“has declined. Dane County wil lose another $130,000 during the biennium,

~ only partly offset by modest increases in the Basic Utility Component and

' Mandate Relief Payment.

General Transportation Aids. The state provides for an increase of 2.7
percent in FY02.and 3 percent in FY03 in General Transportation Aids for
counties, according to a formula based on average spending. In the recent
past, Dane County has received less than the average formula increase.
This does not even keep up with inflation.

Other major state aids are essentially frozen, such as funding for the court
system, yet costs continue to rise.

Even cuts in programs that you might not think are directly related to county '
government hit us. Let me cite several examples: :

« Recycling. Dane County has provided solid waste services to our

communities, companies and citizens since 1977, including a landfili,
composting sites and a contracted recycling processing center. Our local
communities are the designated responsible units for recycling and generally
provide their citizens with a service for the collection of materials from their

households.

Through recycling, over 40 percent of the waste materials that were destined
for landfills in Dane County have been converted to new products, saving
energy, resources and landfill space. In 1999, our local communities spent $9
million and state aids only reimbursed them $2 million, a reimbursement rate
of 22 percent—significantly lower than the statewide average of 33 percent.
The proposed budget would reduce the state aids to Dane County
communities by nearly half, a reduction of over $900,000. | join our local
communities in asking the Legislature to make a long-term commitment to the
state’s recycling program, using a landfill surcharge to provide the revenue
for this funding.




Crtmmai Just;ce . En the area af cnmmai ;ustlce there |s a package of three -
ok budget issues that taken together can divert offenders from Jaﬂ or pnsen o
- savetax dollars: and tum lives around. - ._They would also’ make our court
B system work better and more fﬁcnenﬂy | My recommendations are as fof!ows SH

',State Public Defender The proposed 5 percent cut to the State Pubizc
. Defender (SPD) is not just a state budget issue. Since. defendants havea

E constatutnenal right to a lawyer, someone must prevzde counsei In the last five

- years, ourannual’ costs for courbappo;nted counsel have more than tripled,

from $39,000 in 1996 to $130,000 in 2000. With a real reduction in the public

E defender budget countles face steep mcreases in the cost of counsel for
S andigents ' : : :

There is an addstlonal prebiem Many defendants whe are unabie to secure

- SPD representatlon may request that an attorney be appointed at county

expense By law, the public defender rate is $40 per hour. However, in order
to secure counsel for indigents, judges are now entering orders to pay $70
per hour for. indigent cases. This, too, will obviously raise costs to the
taxpayer.

The availability of public defenders is reélly important because it makes the
entire court system run more smoothly with fewer delays. As a result, court
costs are lower and costly jail space is saved.

Probation and Parole: The proposed capital budget recommends
building a new probation and parole holding facility in Dane County.
On a typical day we hold 100 to 200 state probation and parole holds
in the Dane County jail. A new state facility will significantly ease
overcrowding in our jail, and we support the proposal.

Rehabilitation: The budget increases funds to pay for mental health
services, and alcohol and drug treatment, for persons on probation or
parole. This is an important step toward interrupting the cycle of
repeat offenders.

There are, finally, two policy areas that | would like to bring to your attention.

Farmland Preservation Credit: Under the proposed budget, a landowner
would pay back $60 per acre to the State General Fund when the land is
rezoned from exclusive agricultural zoning. We agree with the Land and
Water Conservation Board that originaily recommended that these funds go,
instead, to the county. Since the county will be doing the work to enforce,
assess and collect the fee, it makes sense that the county gets some of the
money.



« 911 Center Funding: Many other states allow local governments to recoup
their 911 operating costs through a surcharge on local telephone charges.
For such a critical service that can be directly tied to telecommunications,
local governments must have the ability to fully fund services through user
charges rather than property taxes. Federal rules mandate that within the
next four years the county must convert all its 911 radio communications
equipment, at the cost of nearly $4 million. Therefore, we request a statutory
provision that allows govemmental jurisdictions operating 911 centers to
place a surcharge on local phone charges to fund operating costs.

Thank you for consideration of these important funding issues on behalf of Dane
County citizens.
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Wlsconsm Conservatlon Corp Fund:ng
Jomt Fmance Remarks |

Superior, wI
March 27 2001

: Good mornmg Thank you for the opportumty to speak and prowde mput to the Joint
Fmance Committee My name 1s Steve Hoecker I resule in Phllhps Wlsconsm

The Governor ) proposed budget would reduce the number of Wlsconsm Conservatlon
Corps crews from 55 to 45, eliminate the Corps’' volunteer Board, and reduce its status
from that of an- mdependent agency to-a division within another agency I do not support
the proposed funding cuts or administrative program changes and urge you to work to
maintain WCC program fundmg and status | ' _

The Wisconsin Conservation Corps isa jOb training and development program for young
adults, ages 18 to 23, that has served Wisconsin well. T have worked closely with WCC
crews over the past nine years on a wide vanety of community improvement projects in
Phﬂl;ps Park Falls, and Ashland. I have seen, first hand, the difference this program has
made in the lives of young adults and the communities in which they live.

The transition from high school into the work force or higher education can be a difficult
one. Not every student is well-prepared or ready. What happens to them? For many, the
future holds poverty, welfare, or crime. The WCC program offers these young adults a
chance to develop job skills, demonstrate their work ethic, and build a resume... critical
ingredients for landing that first job. They work hard for minimum wage on community
service projects. In Phillips, the community where I reside, the Corps has helped construct
the new Chamber of Commerce building, built trails in Elk Lake Park, constructed picnic
tables, signs, and benches for the park, and completed a variety of projects on the Fred
Smith county property. On public forest lands around Phillips they plant trees, construct
nest boxes, build fish cribs, improve campgrounds and perform a host of other valuable
conservation work.

As a society, should we invest in job training and workforce development or welfare and
prisons? We need both, of course. But, more importantly, we need the right balance. The
WCC program provides an important part of that balance.

I consider myself to be a fiscal conservative but funding cuts to this program are, fiscally,
very short sighted. We will end up paying much larger welfare and prison costs in the
long run and would be better off making the up-front investment in workforce
development.




 : From a state agency perspectxve the mvestment m the WCC program is tmy, yet 1t yzelds_ o
S big results ‘There are oniy 50-31x person crews in the entire State of W:scensm Those .
-’:3@030‘9 trammg SthS are nnportant to the quahty of hfe for our ru:ral comumtles B

e -' -Agam I urge you to work to ciosely W1th your co]leagues in the State Assembiy and
- Senate to preserve ! the funding and act1vely support thls vrtal workforce development |
: program that has served Wlsconsm well - " .

| _ Steven Hoecker |
~ Phillips, Wl_sco_nsm o



Susan B. Neison
Rt. 1, Box 221
Bayfield, Wi 54814

March 27, 2001

Joint Finance Committee
Wisconsin State Capitol
Madison, Wi 53707

Dear Joint Finance Committee:

I would like to personally thank each member of the Joint Finance Committee for coming to Superior
to listen to our concerns regarding the proposed state budget. | would like to take this opportunity to
speak to you about a program that continues to have a tremendous impact in this region. | recently
learned of a proposal to cut funding for the Wisconsin Conservation Corps (WCC), a state agency
that employs young adults ages 18-25. This concerns me greatly. | have seen the lasting benefits
this program provides in the north to the many young people who live here.

The WCC has been instrumental in providing gainful employment to many unskilled young adults
while teaching them marketable job skills that they can use in their future employment. The WCGC
also teaches corps members the job seeking skills necessary to secure permanent employment.

Many corps members obtain their GED while working with the WCC. It is difficult to get a good job
without having a high school diploma or equivalency. The WCC assists corps members in completing
their GED/HSED testing through the WCC education program.

Some young adults need a first or second chance to succeed. Perhaps they have low self-esteem,
lack work ethic, have physical or cognitive disabilities, or lack the direction to succeed in today’s
competitive job market. The WCC gives these young adults the confidence, self-worth and job skills
they need to be productive members of our society.

Many young adults who leave high school without vocational goals can work with the WCC to develop
a career plan and earn money for post-secondary education. Corps members who stay a full year in
the program can receive a $2,800 WCC tuition voucher and a $4,725 AmeriCorps education grant to
help them pursue the education necessary to achieve their vocation. For young adults who have few
financial resources and do not qualify for scholarships, these tuition vouchers are a way to pay for a
higher education that would otherwise be unobtainable.

WCC corps members also have access to professionals while they work at their job sites. These
professionals provide valuable training and guidance to help corps members develop their skills' bank
and give them the tools and satisfaction to be financially independent.

As future taxpayers, the WCC program is a small investment in Wisconsin's future and keeps trained
corps members in our communities and not displaced to other states. | ask that you leave the
Wisconsin Conservation Corps budget in tact and that the agency retains its full status.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Best Regards,

Susan B. Neison
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March 28, 2061

Joint Finance Committee
State Capitol
Madison W1 53702

Senators and Representatives:

I am writing to you to encourage your support of Wisconsin Public Radio. 1 have been
listening to Wisconsin Public Radio for over thirty years, a period of time that was
interrupted by my traveling around the United States and Canada. I returned to the area
for several reasons, one of which was the availability of intelligent, thorough media
coverage. Having listened to public and private broadcasting services in several other
states, I am well aware that we in Wisconsin have reason to be very proud of our public
radio. I have for several years financially supported Wisconsin Public Radio and have in
the recent years supported WPR with my time. My hope is that you too will provide the
necessary support to maintain the quality and availability of Wisconsin’s special media

services.

Through my professional work, I have an opportunity to meet with individuals whom some
people would consider to be handicapped. A number of these individuals have told me of
the importance in their lives of public radio and public television. They have greater
limitations for getting out to events consequently they appreciate competently produced
“events” offering great diversity in programming being brought to them.

I live on a farm in rural Dunn County and have the pleasure of being a neighbor to an
incredible variety of people. My neighbors vary from a construction worker, welder,
C.P.A., M.D., farmer, factory worker, secretary, computer engineer, to a horse trainer. It
is amazing to hear from virtually all of my neighbors that they at least part of the time
listen to either Wisconsin Public Radio, Wisconsin Public Television or beth. I cannot
think of any other media or station aside from the local newspaper that holds that sort of
universal appeal.

Because my personal farm is located in a small valley, I cannot receive a good signal of
Wisconsin Public Television; hence 1 miss many valuable programs. My friends describe
what they have learned from public television and comment that they cannot imagine living
without WPT. Even though my access to public television is Jimited I do not want anything
to inhibit its availability to others. Given the unfunded federal requirement to convert to
digital transmission, T urge you to make available the 35 million dollars in bonding
authority that is being requested to aid in the major conversion process public television is
facing. WPR may face the same need to transition to digital transmission; it is important
both public services maintain federal standards that are established for broadcasting

transmission. I also encourage separating the issue of funding for digital transmission
from the organizational structure issue which has been recently debated. Although the



organization’s structural issues are very important; the time line for organizational change
is not as “looming” as is the need for digital conversion by 2003. Also, organizational
structure should be considered on its own merits as should the need for digital conversion.

Wisconsin has a long tradition of making information available to its whole population
through the University Extension, through its public schools and through its public radio
and television. As with any family, organization or system, there are regular costs that can
be routinely anticipated; however there are times when an expensive one time cost comes
up that needs to be budgeted for in order to maintain the competent functioning of the
family or organization such as a new car or a new building. We are now at such a point
with the digital funding for television and perhaps for radio. Continuing support for the
routine expenses is important to maintain the availability of quality breadcasting however
we also need to Iook at the long range needs of public television and public radio to assure
the bigger infra structure expenses are covered. Please support funding for the ongoing
costs and the special conversion needs of public television and public radio, so we can
uphold the tradition of getting information out to all of Wisconsin’s citizens. '

'Katherine Stahl
N7607 1010 St.
Elk Mound W1 54739



3413 Oak Knoll Drive, #3
Eau Claire, WI 54701
March 27, 2001

To the Joint Committee on Finance of the Wisconsin State
Legislature:

I am Clarence "Aldy" Swanson, age 73. I have resided in Eau
Claire, Wisconsin from 1956-1976, and from 1994 to the present. I
have devoted 40 years of my life, from 1953 to 1993, to radio and
television news, mostly as a reporter, News Director and talk show

host.

Now I am retired and work as a volunteer for Wisconsgin Public
Radio. I have chosen this volunteer work because I believe that
public Radio and Public TV offer a valuable and irreplaceable
service to the people of Wisconsin and of the United States. WPR
and WPT offer a wealth of information and entertainment not often
found in commercial radic and TV.

But to be a viable choice in on-air programming, WPR and WPT must
have the willing and generocus support of the Wisconsin State
Legislature and the people of Wisconsin.

WPT and WPR need adequate funding to keep up with technical
advances in the communications industry.

I offer this letter to the Joint Finance Committee in the hope that
you will insure the future of WPR and WPT, and that the people of
Wisconsin will continue to benefit from the programming of WPT and

WPR.

Clarence A, Swanson



To: Wisconsin State Legisiative
Joint Finance Committee Hearing
Wednesday March 28, 2001

From: Eileen Joslin
Town of Brunswick
Eau Claire County

I’m not only speaking for myseif, but also for my family and their children. ‘We have been life long
listeners and viewers of Wisconsin Public Radio and Wisconsin Public Television. Now the family is
scatiered thronghout the state and they continue to listen and view Wisconsin Public Radio and
Wisconsin Public Television in their areas. One has only to leave the state for any length of time to
realize what exceptional access we have here in Wisconsin o excellent programming. As citizens of
Wisconsin we are proud of our state and the many advantages of living here. Wisconsin offers
guality educational opportunities, support of the arts and citizen participation in decision making of

current issues.

We depend upon and take for granted the in depth coverage of regional, state, national and
international news. We depend upon the only classical and jazz music station available to us. We
depend upon the only non-partisan radio and tetevision to hear candidates’ views — yes, your views,
where all sides of an issue are presented. We depend upon Wisconsin Public Radic and Wisconsin
Pubtic Television as a source of educational programming; programming utilizing Wisconsin’s
resources — Wisconsin specialists from many areas including the University system, state and lecal
Jegislators, business people and citizens. ‘We depend upon hearing the views from all regions of the
state and not just Milwaukee and Madison.

1 suspect I'm not telling you anything you don’t already know. I suspect you are also listeners and
viewers to Wisconsin Public Radio and Wisconsin Public Television. I suspect you depend upon their
in depth news and classical and jazz music, just as 1 do. 1suspect you had your radios tuned to
Wisconsin Public Radio as you drove the long irip to Eau Claire from Madison. Listeners and
viewers have been very gemercus in pledging their support, but the needs are greater thaa listener
and viewer support €an provide.

I hope you are among the more than 40,000 members of Wisconsin Public Radio — committed to
keeping Wisconsin Public Radio and Wisconsin Public Television strong. This strength can be
maintained only if the state of Wisconsin continues its support.

Wisconsin Public Television is seeking to comply with the unfunded federal mandate to convert its
transmission facilities to digital by May of 2003, and I support their efforts. There is value inherent
in the educational potential of the new digital technology. ‘Wisconsin Public Television is to be
applanded for its work in developing plans for its use. In the near future Wisconsin Public Radio
may well face its own transition to digital transmission and the treatment of public television as a
precedent seiting event can impact public radio’s future plans. Governor MeCallum’s support in
funding for the digital {ransition is commendable; however, it will take more than 12 million dollars
to compiete the federally imposed deadline. 1 urge the legislature to make available the monies that
the Educational Communications Board is requesting.

Your decision to maintain adequate funding of Wisconsin Public Radio and Wisconsin Public
Television is paramount to me and my family, not only as members of the Wisconsin Public Radie

Association and as tax payers, but as constituents and voters in your districts.

Thank you for coming to Eau Claire to receive our comments.




Remarks of Miles G. Knuteson, Chairman of the Board of the
Wisconsin Broadcasters Association, to the Joint Finance
Committee, April 4, 2001.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before your committee.

We are here today to ask your committee to consider a sales tax

exemptibn on digital broadcast equipment.

We ask the committee to consider this on two grounds. First,
television stations have been mandated by the Federal
Communications Commission to convert to digital broadcasting by
May 1, 2001. In addition to this mandatory transition, they must
continue to broadcast in analog until at least 2006, and perhaps even

later.

This is something that is being forced upon television stations by the
federal government. The F.C.C. will, in turn, take the analog
spectrum that the television stations will be forced to abandon, and
auction it off to the highest bidder. it would be different if
broadcasters had a choice in the matter--if they were given a choice
on whether to make the fransition to digital broadcasting. In that
case, if a company could not afford the necessary purchases, they

could postpone them, or decide not to make them at all.



Unfortunately, television broadcasters are not able to make those

choices. They must make the change or risk losing their licenses.

What impact does the mandated transition to digital have on
Wisconsin television stations? It is estimated that full conversion to
digital, which includes digital production, will cost a television station
approximately $6.75 million. We estimate that 19 of the 31
commercial television stations in Wisconsin fall into this category.
The cost to the remaining 12 TV stations without digital production

would be approximately $2.75 million.

In addition, television stations will incur increased operating expenses
during this time of transition, as they are required to operate both
analog and digitally until the year 2006. During this time, their power

bills, already a major expense, will more than double.

Radio stations will almost certainly face similar pressures to convert
to digital broadcasting when a transmission standard is approved,
which could occur as early as next year. They, too, will face
significant capital expenditures since each radio station will need a
new transmitter for digital broadcasting. The estimated cost for each
of the state's 250 commercial radio stations 1o make this conversion

is $150,000 per station.

Radio and television stations aré like any other types of businesses.
Some do very well financially, some are average, and others find it

very difficult to pay their monthly bills. For some radio and television




stations, this mandated purchase of new equipment would erase

many, many years of operating profit.

Again, radio and television stations are businesses that are forced to
be profitable in order to remain in business. When major expenses
like the ones | have outlined are forced upon them, it may necessitate
cutbacks in other areas in order to pay for these purchases. Would it
benefit the citizens of Wisconsin if some stations were forced to
eliminate news positions? Would it benefit citizens of Wisconsin if
fewer radio station employees meant that severe weather warnings
could not be broadcast? And would it benefit the citizens of smaller
communities if some smaller operators--sometimes called "mom and
pop" businesses--were forced to sell their radio stations to larger.
operators? These "mom and pops" are the ones who take pride in
serving their communities, being members of their Rotary Clubs, and

making sure school closings get on the air during bad weather.

The second reason we ask for a sales tax exemption on digital
broadcast equipment is that of fairness. Under current law,
machinery and equipment used in broadcasting are not eligible for
the sales tax exemption granted to manufacturing machinery and
equipment used to produce tangible goods. Newspaper and
magazines, competitors of the broadcast industry, now receive this
sales tax exemption for their machinery and equipment purchases.

All we ask for is the same consideration given to the print media.




Because this proposal will affect digital equipment only, the state will
be able to maintain its current tax base. As | have mentioned, TV
stations must continue to maintain their analog broadcast capabilities,
and will continue to pay the same amount of taxes they are currently
paying on existing and new analog equipment. Although the state will
have to forego the revenue it could have collected on digital
equipment, the fiscal effect is mitigated by the continuing revenue

from the sales and use of analog equipment.

Another major point to consider is that the revenue from the sales tax
on mandated digital equipment has not been figured in the state's
budget. This is not money that the state has gotten in the past, or
that the state has "counted on." This is unanticipated revenue as a
result of an action of the federal government. In simplest of terms, it
could be argued that this unanticipated "windfall" in the state's coffers
is at the expense of the state's broadcasters, who already must

shoulder the burden of a considerable amount of capital expense.

Granting this sales tax exemption would do four things for the State of

Wisconsin.

« First, it would show that the state is business friendly, and is willing
to help out many small businesses that are severely impacted by a
federal mandate. This would send an important message to those
who question Wisconsin's desire to help smaller businesses.

« Second, it would show encouragement for the use of technology in

business.




o Third, it would eliminate a disparity between broadcasters--who
now must pay sales tax on their equi_pmentw-and print media,
which does not have such a burden.

e And finally, this exemption would help many smaller broadcasters
continue to operate their business and provide service 10 their

local communities.

This is a very important issue to the broadcasters of Wisconsin. So
far, 17 other states have granted some sort of a sales tax exemption
on digital broadcast equipment. ltis our wish and desire that
Wisconsin will join these 17 other states and give their broadcasters

the tax relief they need to help them comply with federal mandates.

On behalf of the members of the Wisconsin Broadcasters
Association, thank you for your consideration of this very important

matter.




